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Abstract
Efforts to evaluate third-party peacebuilding interventions are welcome but many studies rely on
experimental approaches that might be at odds with the theories that underpin the discipline.
Rigorously evaluating interventions ill-suited to experimental analyses is just as important, how-
ever, especially when programmes adopt novel approaches. In this article, we employ an instru-
mental variables approach to evaluate one such intervention – the EU Programme for Peace and
Reconciliation (PEACE II). Following contemporary peacebuilding theories, PEACE II disseminated
funds to grassroots organizations via unique intermediate funding bodies and an innovative open
competition. Splitting Northern Ireland into 582 wards, we merge panel data on individuals’ per-
ceptions of neighbourhood quality with PEACE II’s accounts. One-stage analyses show that indi-
viduals in treatment regions report significantly elevated perceptions. Two-stage approaches,
accounting for biases arising from the rollout method, show no significant relationship. Post-esti-
mation analyses imply that funding did not reach areas with the poorest observable indicators.
We thus remain agnostic on the effectiveness of the funded projects but conclude that, despite
solid theoretical foundations, weaknesses in the application of these theories hampered potential
positive impacts. Future interventions can learn from this and should ensure stronger ties
between the theoretical base and how these theories are applied to funding disbursement.
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Introduction
In recent years, the number of third-party peacebuilding interventions has grown markedly
(Scherrer, 2012) as has the breadth of programming that comes under the peacebuilding
umbrella (UN, 2009). The uptick in attempts to rigorously analyse the impact of these inter-
ventions is also welcome, yet the literature most commonly defaults to one of two typolo-
gies: those that focus on ‘aid’ as a whole (Azam and Thelen, 2008; Böhnke and Zürcher,
2013; Gutting and Steinwand, 2017; Nielsen et al., 2011; Savun and Tirone, 2011; Young
and Findlay, 2011); or those using experimental approaches that require, amongst other
things, randomized programme rollout1 (Ackett et al., 2011; Blattman and Annan, 2011;
Blattman et al., 2014, 2017; Fearon et al., 2008; Gaarder and Annan, 2013; Gilligan et al.,
2013; Malhotra and Liyanage, 2005; Puri et al., 2017). Although these studies are incredibly
useful, the former group lacks nuanced information on what works or why it works at the
programme level. The latter group relies on approaches that might be at odds with the pro-
grammatic application of contemporary peacebuilding theories that espouse the idea that
peacebuilding should come from the bottom up (Belloni, 2001; Byrne, 2001; Lederach, 1997;
Saunders, 2000).
Although bottom-up programmes do not inherently contradict the requirements of
experimental impact evaluations, practical implementation features of these programmes
often do.2 Intermediate bodies, for example, that play an important role linking beneficiary
communities with donors are likely to interact with the communities they serve. Therefore, a
trade-off may exist between the quality of the intervention and the quality of the learning
that can be developed from it. On the one hand, there remains a need for robust impact eva-
luations (Blum, 2011; Nelson, 2008; Wittkowski, 2014). On the other, optimal programme
design complicates, or even renders impossible, the analytical approaches that have most
commonly facilitated such evaluations.
In this article, we tackle this trade-off by conducting an ex post impact evaluation of a
large-scale peacebuilding programme in Northern Ireland (the EU Programme for Peace and
Reconciliation, or PEACE II), which focussed on integrating Track III grassroots and civil
society actors into the country’s peace process (Byrne et al., 2009; Byrne, 2001; Racioppi and
O’Sullivan See, 2007). This aim to involve civil society matches peacebuilding theories but
implies three considerations at the operational level: that individuals and/or organizations
must self-select their participation in the intervention; that they must be involved in designing
and implementing the projects that receive funding; and that intermediate bodies linking
donors and beneficiaries may be required to bridge cultural, social and trust gaps. Although
the first two requirements are achievable within a randomized framework, it is less obvious
how practical or desirable randomizing such intermediate bodies would be in. As per Deaton
(2009, 2010), this should not deter the development of impact evaluations, however, espe-
cially when the programme has unique features and may act as a model for future interven-
tions. It is therefore important to understand whether or not PEACE II achieved it aims, not
just in terms of the programme itself or its scale3 but also in terms of how these novel design
features performed and of how they could be expected to perform in other scenarios.
Specifically, PEACE II used a bespoke mechanism that identified and funded projects
through the adoption of decentralized and multi-tiered decision making and the creation of
intermediate funding organizations (Potter and Egerton, 2011). Intermediate funding orga-
nizations solicited applications for support from a wide range of civil society actors before
evaluating them against objective criteria. Not only does this ensure the involvement of non-
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elite actors in the peace process but it should mean that funding is granted to the strongest
proposals. This approach has frequently been mooted as a model for the implementation of
peacebuilding programmes elsewhere (Racioppi and O’Sullivan See, 2007).4 Against this
backdrop, PEACE II has largely been ignored or mentioned only in passing in the academic
literature (Arthur, 2000; Byrne, 2001; Hayward, 2007a, b; O’Dowd and McCall, 2007;
Tannam, 2006, 2007) and empirical analyses of its impact are entirely absent.5 To close these
knowledge gaps, we explore the impact of PEACE II on individuals living in treated com-
munities. We first ask whether or not PEACE II resulted in a measureable positive impact
on the communities that received funding. In doing so, we are the first to rigorously analyse
the impact of PEACE II. Subsequently, we contextualize how – if at all – the bottom-up
funding mechanisms and intermediate funding bodies influenced outcomes.
We use a unique database built from panel data on individuals’ perceptions of neighbour-
hood quality from the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) matched to a record of
PEACE II spending by year in each of Northern Ireland’s 582 electoral wards. We conduct
one-stage analyses using fixed effects (FE) and random effects (RE) estimators and show a
positive and significant relationship between receipt of treatment and perceptions of neigh-
bourhood quality. Noting the potential biases that arise from selection into the funding
competition, the evaluation of funding applications and potential quality differences across
intermediate funding bodies, we employ a novel instrumental variables approach using the
spatial distribution of historical violence in Northern Ireland (Ferguson, 2017; Ferguson
and Michaelsen, 2015). Disaggregating violence to electoral ward level and using RE2SLS
models, we show no significant relationship between PEACE II programmes and percep-
tions of neighbourhood quality once biases arising from the rollout method are accounted
for. In combination with post-estimation analyses focussing on observable regional ‘hard-
ships’ such as deprivation, this implies that the elevated perceptions of neighbourhood qual-
ity were pre-existing. Not only does this call into question the success of PEACE II but it
also highlights weaknesses in the bottom-up rollout methodology used. Funds often did not
reach the neediest neighbourhoods and, even when they did, structural weaknesses in the
capacities of organizations in those neighbourhoods may have limited the performance of
the treatment.
Our results are of obvious importance to the peacebuilding literature as we present one of
the first quantitative impact evaluations of a theoretically developed intervention. Further,
we do so in the context of a unique programme with features that are likely to be used in
future, both in continuing programming in Northern Ireland and in new programmes else-
where. More generally the results are also of interest to other fields where this bottom-up
programming and intermediate funding organizations are desirable. Specifically, the con-
cerns raised in this article with regard to targeting and funding mechanisms are analogous to
those in a wide range of other environments and to programmes with a wide range of other
motivations, for example, community-driven development programmes (CDD) programmes
(see King et al., 2010; Wong, 2012), which aim to build community cohesion from grassroots
and often involve the use of intermediate organizations that encourage individual participa-
tion in the process.6
In the case of PEACE II, despite a strong theoretical motivation, the application of
bottom-up programming was not a guarantor of success. In peacebuilding settings, this gap
between theory and implementation should be of particular concern. Given the difficulty of
measuring peace as an outcome (Fearon et al., 2008), it is likely that it is also difficult to
measure its absence as an input in funding decisions. Similarly, given the damage that
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conflict can do to social cohesion (Colletta and Cullen, 2000), concerns arise with the
assumptions that underpinned PEACE II’s approach. Those neighbourhoods worst affected
by violence and most in need of funding are also likely to be those with the weakest social
cohesion and are thus also those least capable of identifying their problems or providing
solutions to them. Differences may have been present in management and implementation
capacity between the recipients of funds in different conflict exposure strata. In turn, struc-
tural biases may have arisen in the process that reduced the capacity of the most damaged
neighbourhoods to participate in the competition at all, prevented funds reaching the most
damaged neighbourhoods and limited the effectiveness of the programmes in the neighbour-
hoods that did receive funding. Future interventions using this kind of funding mechanism,
should therefore carefully consider how they can more strongly tie together academic the-
ories with real-life funding decisions. Furthermore, checks should be built into these pro-
cesses to ensure that funding gets to the areas where it is needed most and that recipients
receive the required guidance to successfully use the funds and to implement their plans.
The rest of this article is set out as follows. In the next section we discuss the background
to PEACE II and the features of the intervention that make it worthy of evaluation as well
as making a short review of the wider findings of third-party peacebuilding interventions. In
the third section we present our data and methodological approach. In the fourth section we
present our results and in the final section we provide our conclusions.
Background
Following multiple paramilitary ceasefires in 1994 and the signing of the Belfast (Good
Friday) Agreement in 1998, the state of the Northern Irish conflict was probably ‘ripe’
(Zartman, 1985, 2000) for pro-peace interventions. At the same time, significant distrust
remained, both between the nationalist and unionist communities and between grassroots
and elites, implying a need for social, as well as political, renewal. In part to benefit from the
ripeness of the moment and in part to deal with the social and psychological legacy of the
conflict on Northern Ireland’s citizens, the EU developed the Special Support Programme
for Peace and Reconciliation in Northern Ireland. In combination, these programmes, which
split into PEACE I and PEACE II,7 contributed over e1 billion towards building peace
through a unique decentralized funding mechanism (Racioppi and O’Sullivan See, 2007).
This decentralization of funding was designed to ensure that civil society was involved in
efforts to address the legacy of conflict by ensuring that non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), voluntary groups, community groups and individuals were included in the peace
process. Such approaches build on major peacebuilding theories (Lederach, 1997; Saunders,
2000), which note that in the long term, programmes are only likely to succeed when they
involve stakeholders in all strata and at all levels of society. PEACE I and then PEACE II
were specifically implemented with these goals in mind and their funding mechanisms
designed to ensure, not only that funding reached non-elite actors, but also that these actors
were involved at multiple stages of the funding and programming process.
In many ways, these concerns share at least some overlaps with the motivation behind so-
called community-driven development interventions (King et al., 2010; Wong, 2012). Like
PEACE II’s programming, CDD programmes aim to put their beneficiaries at the centre of
the decision-making process. As King et al. (2010) note, this is established through three spe-
cific design components. The first is that beneficiary communities are involved in the
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‘selection, design and implementation’ of the intervention. The second is that programmes
include funding for the implementation of the intervention. The third is that they work
through new or pre-existing community organizations in order to establish community
participation.
At the same time, the PEACE programmes were designed to be innovative in responding
to three particular peacebuilding challenges (Racioppi and O’Sullivan See, 2007) that go
beyond typical CDD programming: the timing of the intervention when the conflict was ripe
for third party engagement; encouragement of multilevel engagement across all social strata;
and addressing of the social and psychological aspects of the conflict, as well as its structural
impacts. The second and third of these aims required harnessing voluntary actors to engage
in the peace process and to support the efforts of political elites. In turn, these requirements
necessitated the development of a unique funding mechanism. These funding schemes
involved not only the EU but also the national British and Irish governments, local govern-
ments in Northern Ireland and a range of non-governmental bodies. A number of pioneer-
ing intermediary sub-national funding bodies were subsequently developed in order to
bridge the gaps between elite funders and grassroots beneficiaries, as well as to overcome
contestations about funding decisions made at the state level.8
This began with the development of District Partnerships (DPs) during PEACE I. These
DPs were composed of trade unionists, business people, community and voluntary leaders
and politicians from Northern Ireland’s local councils. Within the general focuses of the pro-
gramme, DPs could set their own strategies and make their own funding decisions, which
often involved aiding communities in setting their own priorities and developing their own
solutions. Within PEACE II, these DPs formed into more permanent Local Strategy
Partnerships (LSPs), which served a similar purpose, although were compositionally slightly
different. LSPs maintained a role in distributing funds but had significantly more autonomy
and were able to set their own goals and objectives. Finally, throughout the funding period,
Intermediate Funding Bodies (IFBs) were developed to focus specifically on the wider aims
of sustained involvement of grassroots actors. IFBs were set up to work directly with a range
of NGOs on specific projects and were charged with ensuring the inclusion of marginalized
populations. In combination, DPs, LSPs and IFBs formed a highly decentralized and unique
funding delivery system. Thus, whilst similar to CDD programmes in that these local organi-
zations aimed to harness community participation, the roles, powers and responsibilities of
these organizations are significantly broader. The performance of these bodies, therefore,
merits deeper study.
Particularly given the strong links of these mechanisms to key peacebuilding theories and
their specific aim to engage a broad spectrum of actors, this multi-tiered and decentralized
approach is likely to act as a model for future third-party interventions. As such, it is impor-
tant to understand both the impact of the funded projects themselves and the role of these
unique funding mechanisms and intermediate bodies in those outcomes. Given the assump-
tions implicit in the design of these bodies, such evaluations are doubly important. First,
decentralization implies that there are no structural differences in the capacities of local indi-
viduals and groups to engage with the funding bodies, to identify their needs or to provide
solutions to them. This contrasts with the impacts of conflict literature, which implies that
the communities most affected by violence are those that suffer the greatest psychological,
economic and social damage (Blattman and Miguel, 2010). Similarly, assumptions are made
that the worst affected communities can be a priori identified by these intermediate bodies,
which may not be the case given the notorious difficulty in objectively observing abstract
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concepts like peace. Finally, it also implies that there are no structural differences across
conflict-exposure strata in the capacity of recipient groups to organize and manage their
grants and to ensure funds are optimally spent to deliver their aims. In this context, the gen-
eral lack of attention paid to these programmes, is of significant concern.
More generally, however, the idea that peace can be built through third-party interven-
tions is supported by a growing body of literature (see Gaarder and Annan (2013) for a
review of sorts). Blattman and Annan (2011), for example, show significantly improved out-
comes in a programme focussing on the reintegration of ex-militants in Liberia. Gilligan et
al. (2013) show similar effects in Burundi, with participants showing significantly lower inci-
dences of poverty and, accordingly, probably having fewer incentives to engage in antisocial
behaviour. Fearon et al. (2008) show the positive impact of a CDD programme in DRC,
whilst King et al. (2010) suggest that there are weakly positive impacts of CDD on social
cohesion in their study of eight programmes. Malhotra and Liyanage (2005) show positive
effects on empathy towards outgroups owing to attendance at peace workshops in Sri
Lanka. See, also, Avdeenko and Gilligan (2015) and Fearon et al. (2008) for more evidence
on CDD programmes.
Blattman et al. (2017) show positive and significant effects from a joint cognitive beha-
viour therapy and cash transfer programme in Liberia, whilst Lyall et al. (2017) show poten-
tial positive outcomes in an analysis of an employment for peacebuilding programme in
Afghanistan.9 Okunogbe (2016) shows positive effects on attitudes towards outgroups from
a programme that randomly assigns university students to places in Nigeria where their own
ethnicity is not a majority. Cilliers et al. (2016) show strengthened social relationships from
a reconciliation programme in Sierra Leone, yet note that this came at the expense of parti-
cipants’ psychological wellbeing. Ahmed (2017) shows positive economic and peace out-
comes from the programming of a number of international NGOs in the Blue Nile area of
Sudan.
In this context, this evaluation adds to the growing body of evidence on the effectiveness
of peacebuilding programmes, whilst shedding light on the performance of a programme
with a grouping of unique and highly integrated intermediate bodies that linked commu-
nities and their needs to donors.
Data and methods
In the absence of inbuilt quantitative data collection within PEACE II, we create a large
database, collected from multiple sources, in order to evaluate the programme. This database
is the result of three large-scale data collection/collation efforts. First, we collect survey data
at the individual level from the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) from its inception in
Northern Ireland in 2001 until the end of PEACE II programmes in 2007. We match this to
a unique and detailed record of all applications for PEACE II funding, which includes the
location of the programme, the range of its expected impact, its budget and the success or
failure of the application. This data was provided to us upon special request by the PEACE
II programme monitoring committee and, to our knowledge, has never before been used in
quantitative research. Finally, we develop highly disaggregated data of historical violence in
Northern Ireland based on the work of Sutton (1994) and codified to electoral ward level in
Ferguson (2017) and Ferguson and Michaelsen (2015). In combination, this database consti-
tutes an unmatched record of data pertinent to post-conflict Northern Ireland. To this we
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add local economic and deprivation data available from the Northern Ireland Statistics and
Research Agency (NISRA).
As per Fearon et al. (2008), the use of secondary data poses certain problems in a peace-
building context. Chief amongst these is the determination of a suitable outcome variable
for empirical analysis. This variable must satisfy two constraints: that it is reasonable to
believe that it (latently) captures peace-related outcomes; and that it can reasonably be
expected to move in response to the programme’s targets. In the case of PEACE II, this is
complicated by the fact that the intervention aimed to build peace via two distinct impact
channels: improved economic performance and increased social cohesion. Any outcome
variable, therefore, must be expected to move equally with improvements in either of these
channels, or in both, as very few funded projects can be linked to a single impact channel.
Furthermore, however, we argue that establishing economic or social cohesion effects, alone,
is insufficient to measure ‘peace’. Rather, a successful impact on peace should improve this
outcome variable over and above the direct but narrower programme effects.
In this way, we consider ‘peace’ first in terms of positive peace, which implies effective
social systems and norms that allow constructive management of disagreements (Galtung,
1969), rather than merely the absence of violence. Therefore, peace is considered as the main-
tenance of the social contract and the commitment to it by the state, sub-national groups
and individuals. We view this definition as encompassing, therefore, not just Track I political
talks but also the Track III processes that underpin the approaches taken to the PEACE
interventions.
We propose that latent perceptions of neighbourhood quality is a suitable proxy10 as both
economic opportunity and social cohesion are robust correlates (Clark and Hunter, 1992;
Ellaway et al., 2001). At the same time, however, it is easy to believe that more (positively)
peaceful neighbourhoods are more desirable places to live. As such, we have prior expecta-
tions that perceptions of neighbourhood quality should improve were the PEACE II inter-
ventions successful but that changes in this indicator should not be fully explained by only
economic and social outcomes. More generally, it is plausible that people prefer living in
peaceful neighbourhoods, satisfying the first constraint.
We source information on these latent perceptions from the first seven waves of the BHPS
survey in Northern Ireland. The BHPS is an annual survey of individuals living in the UK,
with Northern Ireland oversampled to ensure representativeness in the country. The survey
is conducted with approximately 3500 individuals in 2000 households in Northern Ireland.
Using data from 2001, the first year for which BHPS data is available, to 2007, the first year
after PEACE II ended, we generate an unbalanced panel of n3T = 11,664 individual-years
in 523 of Northern Ireland’s 582 electoral wards. As PEACE II aimed to improve the entire
community in which a project was funded, rather than just impacting on the project’s partici-
pants, the use of secondary survey data is, more appropriate than data from participants.
We focus on two questions of interest in the survey. The first asks individuals whether or
not they like the neighbourhood in which they live; the second asks about whether or not
they would like to move house.11 Owing to incredibly low variation in the first of these ques-
tions, we use the latter for our main analyses.12 In doing so, we follow the residential mobi-
lity literature, stretching back to Speare (1974). Speare (1974) shows that residential
satisfaction – including perceptions of latent neighbourhood quality – act as intervening
variables in individuals’ desire to move house. Furthermore, he suggests that, once all other
intervening variables are accounted for, the residual will measure individuals’ perceptions
about the quality of their neighbourhood. Throughout this literature, a number of other
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intervening variables are mooted, which we include as control variables. These include
employment status (Böheim and Taylor, 2003), housing quality (Clark and Huang, 2004)
and individual characteristics, such as age, gender and education (Zaiceva and
Zimmermann, 2009). By controlling for these individual and locational heterogeneities, indi-
viduals’ desire to move home becomes a solid proxy for latent perceptions of neighbourhood
quality.13 The BHPS includes data on these other variables of interest. We thus garner infor-
mation on: age; gender; employment status; education; housing tenure type; housing quality;
previous moves; and variables of observable neighbourhood quality from the survey. To this
data, we add: regional deprivation data sourced from the NISRA multiple deprivation
index; regional employment rates; local average incomes; population density; and the pro-
portion of young males (Urdal, 2006) in each ward. We match this information to the ward
in which an individual lived in each wave of the survey.
We link these perceptions and control variables to the spatial variation in PEACE II
spending (Figure 1). Our PEACE II database includes information on all 12,000þ applica-
tions for PEACE II funding, including: the success of the application; the amount of funding
delivered; the start and end dates of the funding period; and the location(s) where the project
expected to have impacts. We restrict our interest to successful applications from Northern
Ireland and to those whose impact was expected to have an impact within a single electoral
ward.14 This constitutes some 85% of the projects that were funded in Northern Ireland.15
Given the nature of funded projects, there are few good reasons to believe that impacts
should spill over in space. Most projects focus on developing very local infrastructure within
the ward, or even within sub-ward areas.16 Our main analyses, therefore, do not consider
the potential for spatial effects.17
We derive our main treatment variable of interest from this data: the total project expen-
diture, by project start year, in each ward. For robustness of results, we generate three fur-
ther definitions of treatment: the number of funded projects by ward-start year; total
expenditure by ward-end year; and the number of projects of ward-end year. As shown in
Table 1, total spending by ward-start year varies between e0 and e4 million, whilst the num-
ber of projects varies between 0 and 9. Of Northern Ireland’s 582 wards, approximately
80% received some form of funding. In line with the Special EU Programmes Body’s sugges-
tion that impacts may only become obvious in the longer term, we generate further treat-
ment variables that look at spending lagged over the previous three years.
We write the basic relationship between PEACE II and individual-level perceptions of
neighbourhood quality as a hierarchical model:
STAYijkt ¼ b1TREATktþb2Xitþb3Yjtþb4Zktþ uitþ vjtþwktþ εijkt ð1Þ
where i is the subscript for individual-level variables, j for house-level variables and k for
ward-level neighbourhood variables. STAY is a binary variable that determines whether or
not an individual wishes to move house at time t, whilst TREAT indicates the degree of treat-
ment a neighbourhood as received. X, Y and Z are vectors of exogenous control regressors
at individual, household and ward level, respectively, whilst u, v and w are unobserved het-
erogeneities at each level.
Owing to the bottom-up nature of PEACE II’s funding decisions, it is difficult to believe
that expenditure was randomly distributed throughout Northern Ireland. Significant biases
are therefore likely to arise should we employ only linear models. For example, should
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spending have successfully targeted the neighbourhoods most in need, ordinary least squares
models may report a false negative impact of the programmes as, although perceptions may
have improved, they are likely to remain lower than in unaffected neighbourhoods.
Alternatively, by asking people to come together, some threshold of neighbourhood cohe-
siveness may have been required, leading to upwardly skewed ordinary least squares esti-
mates as funding only reached neighbourhoods with already elevated quality perceptions.
At individual and neighbourhood levels, other concerns arise. These include unobserved
Figure 1. PEACE II spending by electoral ward. Source: authors’ construction of PEACE II monitoring
committee data.
Table 1. Descriptive statistics of PEACE II and violence data
Mean Standard deviation Minimum Maximum
Spending (e000s) 154.85 283.63 0 3346
Treatments 1.54 1.18 0 9
Deaths 3.67 7.88 0 81
Deaths/1000 inhabitants 1.21 2.40 0 25
Deaths  1 (median) 0.61 0.49 0 1
Deaths  4 (mean) 0.27 0.44 0 1
Deaths  9 (top decile) 0.11 0.31 0 1
N 11,664
I 1704
Note: Data based on authors’ construction of Sutton (1994).
544 Conflict Management and Peace Science 37(5)
preferences and unobserved indicators of neighbourhood quality. To overcome these biases,
we follow an instrumental variables approach (see Angrist and Pishke, 2009). This approach
requires at least one ‘instrument’ that is correlated with the endogenous treatment variable
but not with the regression error term. Such approaches are common in impact evaluation
(see Abadie et al., 2002; Atoyan and Conway, 2006; Deaton, 2009; Chen and Ravallion,
2003; Duryea and Morrison, 2004; Khandker et al., 2010; Maredia et al., 2000).
We construct two instruments based on the spatial variation of historical violence in
Northern Ireland. This is a geo-coded event count database of all fatal events directly related
to The Troubles, based on Sutton (1994). This database links each event to an electoral ward
in Northern Ireland and then sums deaths in that ward over the entire period of the conflict
and includes approximately 3000 fatalities. As shown in Table 1 the mean number of fatal-
ities in an electoral ward is just under four but with significant variation: almost 200 wards
experienced no fatal violence at all, whilst some experienced in excess of 75 fatalities. From
this data we generate the deaths instrument, which is total fatalities in a given electoral ward.
We also generate sldeaths, which is a spatially weighted lag of violence that occurred else-
where in Northern Ireland18 (see Figure 2).
We implement the IV approach by regressing the endogenous variable on all exogenous
regressors and on the instruments, denoted IV:
TREATkt ¼ a0þa1Xitþa2Yjtþa3Zktþa4IVk þhk ð2Þ
where h is the regression error term and ai the regression coefficients.
In order for the instruments to be valid, a4 must be correlated with TREAT but not with
the regression error term. Put differently, a4 6¼ 0 and COV IV , εð Þ ¼ 0. As we have two
instruments and only one endogenous regressor, our analysis is overidentified and the valid-
ity of the instruments can be shown statistically. At the same time, given the use of two
instruments derived from the spatial distribution of historical violence, it is prudent to dis-
cuss this qualitatively. First, as violence ended a decade before the beginning of our analysis,
we see no reason to believe that it should be a direct determinant of individuals’ perceptions
about the current quality of their neighbourhood.19 As such, any residual effects are indi-
rect. Violence could cause persistent regional deprivation, low-quality services, higher crime,
poor social relations and so on. We control for these effects using data from the Northern
Ireland Multiple Deprivation Measure (NIMDM), which includes ward-level information
on seven domains of deprivation: income deprivation; employment deprivation; health
deprivation and disability; education, skills and training deprivation; proximity to services;
living environment;20 and crime and disorder. As such, the inclusion of these additional con-
trols and the use of violence that ended long before our sample period offer evidence that
refutes the conceivable sources of bias from our deaths instrument. As sldeaths relates to vio-
lence that takes place elsewhere in the country, it is more obviously exogenous. As shown in
Table A2, our instruments pass the Sargan–Hansen J-test of instrument validity, further
reinforcing the appropriateness of our empirical strategy.21
We estimate our one-stage analyses using typical RE and FE approaches and our two-
stage models using simple two-stage least squares (2SLS) and random effects two-stage least
squares (RE2SLS) owing to Balestra and Varaharajan-Krishnakumar (1987).
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Results
Our first results link the spatial variation of PEACE II funding to historical regional vio-
lence. The results of these artificial first stages are presented in row 1 of Tables A1 and A2
for the deaths instrument and row 2 for the sldeaths instrument. Table A1 shows the first
stage of our 2SLS specification and Table A2 for the RE2SLS models. These results show
that both instruments are strong predictors of all formations of our treatment variable. The
Cragg–Donald F-statistics for all models are higher than the 1% Stock–Yogo thresholds,
showing the strength of the estimates and suggesting that minimal bias will arise from their
use. We are unable to reject the null hypothesis of valid over-identifying restrictions in the
Sargan–Hansen J-test, supporting the exogeneity of our instruments. Unsurprisingly, histor-
ical intensity of violence and its spatial lag are positive and accurate predictors of the loca-
tions that received the largest proportions of PEACE II expenditure.
Truncated results from the main analyses are presented in Table 1 for spending by ward-
start year and in Table 2 for the number of funded projects. Columns 1 and 2 show the
results from the one-stage FE analysis, column 2 for the one-stage RE and columns 3 and 4
from the 2SLS and RE2SLS analyses, respectively. The one-stage analyses suggest a posi-
tively and strongly significant impact of PEACE II expenditure on perceptions of neigh-
bourhood quality. Taken in isolation, this would imply that the programmes were successful
in delivering their goals. In the two-stage analyses, however, the sign of the coefficient
changes and when individual-, house- and ward-level unobservables are accounted for in the
RE2SLS approach, the coefficients become insignificant. This implies that PEACE II had
Figure 2. Spatial distribution of historical violence in Northern Ireland. Source: authors’ construction of
Sutton (1994).
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no discernible causal impact on individuals’ perceptions of neighbourhood quality. Given
that economic and social cohesion, as well as peace factors, are expected determinants of
this variable, this implies that PEACE II did not achieve its broad or narrow aims.
The full results from the analysis by spending in start year can be found in Table A6. By
and large, the controls display anticipated signs and levels of significance anticipated in the
literature to date. Only marital status and employment status buck this trend. Individuals
prefer to stay in higher-quality houses and in higher-quality locales. Individuals with higher
education are more likely to desire mobility than less-educated counterparts. Those who own
their homes and those in larger residences are more likely to wish to stay than those who feel
that their homes lack space. Local factors such as high deprivation and higher population
density are also correlated with preferences to move. Given the work stemming from Speare
(1974), these results embed our findings within this wider literature, whilst also supporting
the validity of our approach.
Results are robust to alternative specifications of the treatment variable, showing no
deviations from the headline results in our preferred RE2SLS analyses (see Tables A3–A5).
These results also show that lagged spending is insignificant in all specifications. These find-
ings stand in contrast to theoretical priors, which would anticipate stronger peacebuilding
results from bottom-up grassroots-focussed interventions. Given the upward skew on the
coefficients stemming from rollout-related biases, however, the most likely driver of these
results is that funds did not make it to the neighbourhoods with the lowest levels of latent
quality. Simple post-estimation analyses confirm this. The unconditional correlation between
PEACE II spending and the NIMDM is only 16%, despite the most deprived wards in
Northern Ireland experiencing the worst of the violence (Ferguson and Michaelsen, 2015).
In this context, we remain agnostic on whether or not the funded projects were inherently
flawed. Rather, we note that our results are most likely a direct result of failures in the roll-
out methodology employed during PEACE II. At best, this implies difficulties in identifying
the areas most in need but, at worst, it implies a structural issue that systematically excluded
applications from the communities most in need.
Conclusions
PEACE II was a six-year multi-million Euro programme designed to build on the Track I
political process to bring a long-term and sustainable peace to Northern Ireland. During the
Table 2. Baseline analysis – effect of total expenditure by start year
(1) (2) (3) (4)
FE RE 2SLS RE2SLS
Spending 1.50 3 108*** 1.2 3 108*** 24.15 3 108* 23.13 3 109
(4.55 3 109) (4.40 3 109) (2.23 3 108) (2.57 3 108)
Individual Yes Yes Yes Yes
House Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ward Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 11,664
I 1704
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. ***p \ 0.01; **p \ 0.05; *p \ 0.1. N = Observations; I = individuals.
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programme, almost e1 billion was spent on community-instigated projects with the aim of
reconciling past differences and developing Northern Ireland economically and socially.
Despite the huge outlay, the programme’s unique features and the idea that it should act as
a model for future peacebuilding programming, however, impact evaluations and specific
focus on it in any academic literature have been largely absent. In this article, we close this
gap but show no significant impact of the intervention once we control for potential sources
of bias and other intervening variables. Our post-estimation analyses suggest that this
occurred, at least in part, because spending did not reach the communities most in need.
This relates to three critical assumptions built into PEACE II’s rollout method: that the
communities most in need were equally capable of identifying their needs and the solutions
to those needs; that they were equally capable of putting together successful applications for
funding; and that they are equally capable of managing and using funds received.22 Given
the damage conflict is known to cause in exposed communities, any one of these assump-
tions could seem strong. Thus, despite being built on solid peacebuilding theories, the appli-
cation of these theories in real-life scenarios limited potential impacts.
This finding provides important information for future programmes, both in Northern
Ireland and elsewhere, especially if PEACE II’s approach is to be used as a model for other
interventions. Caution must be urged in the application of bottom-up programming, partic-
ularly when there is a competitive aspect to how funds are disseminated. Despite the strong
theoretical grounds, targeted spending can only maximize benefits if it reaches those it
intends to target. This is uniquely difficult in peacebuilding settings, not least because peace
itself is so difficult to observe or measure. In turn, future programmes not only need to ex
ante target the regions or individuals most in need but must also have appropriate inbuilt
checks and balances. These checks and balances should ensure at least three things: first,
that spending is reaching the communities most at need; second, that those communities are
not excluded by the rollout competitions employed; and third, that those communities have
access to appropriate forms of help in identifying their problems, in designing projects to
overcome them, and in suitably managing funds that are successfully received.
More generally these results also show that more evidence is also required on the links
between peacebuilding theories and their application in the field, particularly when that
application applies to large-scale third-party peacebuilding interventions. Specifically, this
work should focus on what these theories imply for programme design and, in turn, on how
programme design can incorporate these theories without jeopardizing performance.
Table 3. Effect of number of projects by start year
(1) (2) (3) (4)
FE RE 2SLS RE2SLS
Treatments 0.004** 0.003* 20.013* 20.0001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.008) (0.010)
Individual Yes Yes Yes Yes
House Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ward Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 11,664
I 1704
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. ***p \ 0.01; **p \ 0.05; *p \ 0.1. N = observations; I = individuals.
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Development of practical advice that bridges academic research and programme implemen-
tation in the field, therefore, is required. Such work will further strengthen the development
of bottom-up peacebuilding programmes and ensure that the next generations of interven-
tions are capable of delivering stronger and more robust outcomes.
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Notes
1. We do not doubt that such evaluation methods are statistically useful but note that their setup
may impose restrictive limitations on intervention design in peacebuilding scenarios. As these
debates are much better dealt with elsewhere (Alderman, 2002; Barrett and Carter, 2010; Basu,
2005; Conning and Kevane, 2002; Deaton, 2010) we do not rehash these arguments here, other
than to say that, in combination with theories of peacebuilding, they provide a convincing argu-
ment that randomized control trials are not a one-size-fits-all panacea of impact evaluation in
conflict settings.
2. We do not say this to imply that randomized control trials and other forms of programme rollout
or evaluation are substitutes. Rather, we view the full spectrum of impact evaluations as an impor-
tant and interactive set of complimentary approaches.
3. In total, the budget for PEACE II exceeded the UN’s entire peacebuilding budget for the same
period. See http://www.unpbf.org/donors/key-figures/
4. These sentiments were echoed by Seamus Mallon in a newspaper interview in 2000 during his time
as the Deputy First Minister in the Northern Ireland Assembly.
5. Potential exceptions are: the Northern Ireland Attitudinal Study (NISRA, 2005); and Potter and
Egerton (2011) and Potter (2013). The analysis in NISRA (2005) suffers severe selection biases; the
work of Potter and Egerton (2011) and Potter (2013) focuses more on programme audit than what
is commonly understood to be an impact evaluation. Byrne et al. (2009) conduct a qualitative
impact evaluation through interviews with community representatives and suggest positive impacts
resulting from PEACE II. An important differentiation, however, is that our research focuses on
people living in treated neighbourhoods, who are not the target of Byrne et al.’s (2009) work.
6. We note, however, that the motive of undertaking CDD programmes is often different from the
theoretical foundations of PEACE II’s rollout methodology, in that CDD programmes are often
used to reduce stress on governments in fragile situations as much as it is to empower local actors.
At the same time, placing communities at the heart of planning decisions is a key component to
both strands of programming.
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7. In this article, we focus only on PEACE II owing to the absence of fine-grained household-level
panel survey data in Northern Ireland during the years in which PEACE I was implemented.
8. These contestations could include, for example, perceptions or accusation of bias in the regional,
socio-economic, political or religious splits in spending.
9. In contrast to these relatively positive findings, however, Blattman et al. (2014) and Mercy Corps
(2015) generally fail to show similar peacebuilding outcomes in other evaluations (in Uganda and
Afghanistan, respectively).
10. For this article, we considered two further left-hand side variables: crime rates and voting patterns.
The literature (see Deglow, 2016 for a review and its application in Northern Ireland) shows that
crime rates are higher in the areas that experienced the highest conflict. In turn, were PEACE II
successful it may be expected that reductions in crime rates would follow. Deglow (2016) shows
that the relationship between conflict and crime is not straightforward, with different kinds of
crime affected. In the case of PEACE II this is further complicated by the joint economic and social
cohesion aims to the intervention. Following the crime and punishment literature (Becker, 1968),
economic improvements may affect different forms of crime than increased social cohesion. Our
analyses show that different crime rates in Northern Ireland move together, resulting in multicolli-
nearity issues. Similar problems beset the use of voting patterns. Although ‘economic voting’
(Anderson, 2000; Powell andWhitten, 1993) provides some theoretical grounds, there are no strong
priors from this literature to believe that improved social cohesion and improved economic perfor-
mance should lead to changes in voting patterns that move in the same direction. Accordingly, we
determine that neither of these approaches are suitable for our purposes.
11. The exact wordings of these questions are as follows: ‘Overall, do you like living in this neighbour-
hood?’ and ‘If you could choose, would you stay here in your present home or would you prefer
to move somewhere else?’
12. The lack of variation in this questions means that it does not correlate with objective measures of
house or neighbourhood quality, implying technical problems with the survey instrument, rather
than concern with the general usability of these proxies.
13. The mean of our outcome variable in the control group in 2001 is 0.780284, increasing to
0.8509397 in 2007; for the treatment group, these values are 0.7388393 and 0.8474576, with a
sample standard deviation of 0.3793809. By comparing the evolution of this outcome variable
between ‘treatment’ wards (that is, wards that received some assistance during the study period)
and ‘control’ wards (those that did not) between the first and last year of our study, our sample
n 3 T = 11,664 gives a statistical power of over 99% using a one sample mean test. This ensures
that the risk of Type II error is incredibly low.
14. Although a ‘placebo analysis’ of unsuccessful projects would have also been desirable in any
impact evaluation of PEACE II, this is prevented owing to high correlations between the loca-
tions of successful and unsuccessful submissions.
15. A very small number of projects were expected to have impacts in more than a single ward but
were still very geographically restricted to small clusters (circa 4) of locations. The remainder
aimed to have national-level impacts and cannot therefore be studied.
16. To elucidate this point, we include two specific programme description examples from our data-
base: The Devenish Study Support Programme –‘The Devenish Study Support Programme has
arisen from recognition of a gap in provision for young people in the Devenish area aged 13–25
years in terms of study support and employment related skills’; and Building Blocks –‘A two-year
project which seeks to engage directly the local business base within the Shankill and Springfield
area in the absorption of new technology and practices in their day-to-day business operation’.
17. We include a spatial lag in the analysis in Table A7 to ensure that these qualitative assertions hold.
As can be seen, the spatial lag of spending itself is insignificant in all of these models and has no
impact on the scale or significance of the coefficient of expenditure.
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18. Owing to Northern Ireland’s small geographic size, we employ a non-truncated inverse distance
weighting matrix. Owing to potential collinearity between the instruments (see Ferguson and
Michaelsen, 2015) we use a third-order polynomial of sldeaths to maximize variation.
19. An analogue can be taken from the crime literature. Although high levels of historical crime
affect current perceptions of neighbourhood quality (Baston and Monnat, 2015; Ludwig et al.,
2012; Sirgy and Cornwell, 2002) it is not crime per se that is the cause but its associated impact
on other neighbourhood-level interpersonal factors (Baston and Monnat, 2015). Thus, any long-
term adverse effects of crime are indirect. In the conflict analogue, this implies that historical con-
flict should also not be directly linked to perceptions of neighbourhood quality and therefore acts
as a valid instrument, so long as we control for these indirect linkages.
20. This domain includes information on the kinds of interpersonal factors, such as low trust in oth-
ers, that arise in the impact of crime literature.
21. As the main dependent variable is binary, biases could arise in their use in 2SLS-style models. We
therefore conduct a robustness check using a ‘special regressor’ method (see Lewbel, 2012). The
results can be seen in Table A8 in the Online Appendix. We implement this using the ‘sspecialreg’
command in Stata (Baum, 2012). As the results show, the introduction of this approach has no
material effect on our main findings.
22. See Racioppi and O’Sullivan See (2007), which discuss examples of how some recipients struggled
to manage projects once funding had been received and on how there may have been structural
determinants that influenced which groups were best at administering their projects.
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Böhnke J and Zürcher C (2013) Aid, minds and hearts: The impact of aid in conflict zones. Conflict
Management and Peace Science 30(5): 411–432.
Byrne S (2001) Consociational and civic society approaches to peacebuilding in Northern Ireland.
Journal of Peace Research 38(3): 327–352.
Byrne S, Arnold J, Fissuh E, Standish K, Irvine C and Tennent P (2009) The EU PEACE II Fund and
the International Fund for Ireland: Nurturing cross-community contact and reconciliation in
Northern Ireland. Geopolitics 14(4): 630–652.
Chen S and Ravallion M (2003) Hidden impact? Ex-post evaluation of an anti-poverty program.
World Bank Policy Research Working Paper, 3049.
Cilliers J, Dube O and Siddiqi B (2016) Reconciling after civil conflict increases social capital but
decreases individual well-being. Science 352: 787.
Clark W and Huang Y (2004) Linking migration and mobility: Individual and contextual effects in
housing markets in the UK. Regional Studies 38(6): 617–628.
Clark D and Hunter W (1992) The impact of economic opportunity, amenities and fiscal factors on
age-specific migration rates. Journal of Regional Science 32(3): 349–365.
Colletta N and Cullen M (2000) Violent Conflict and the Transformation of Social Capital: Lessons from
Cambodia, Rwanda, Guatemala, and Somalia. Washington, DC: World Bank.
Conning J and Kevane M (2002) Community-based targeting mechanisms for social safety nets: A
critical review. World Development 30(3): 375–394.
Deaton A (2009) Instruments of development: Randomization in the tropics, and the search for the
elusive keys to economic development. National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper no.
w14690.
Deaton A (2010) Instruments, randomisation and learning about development. Journal of Economic
Literature 48: 424–455.
552 Conflict Management and Peace Science 37(5)
Deglow A (2016) Localised legacies of civil war: Postwar violent crime in Northern Ireland. Journal of
Peace Research 53(6): 789–799.
Duryea S and Morrison A (2004). The effect of conditional transfers on school performance and child
labor: Evidence from an ex-post impact evaluation in Costa Rica. Inter-American Development
Bank Working Paper no. 505.
Ellaway A, Macintyre S and Kearns A (2001) Perceptions of place and health in socially contrasting
neighbourhoods. Urban Studies 38(12): 2299–2316.
Fearon J, Humphreys M and Weinstein J (2008) can development aid contribute to social cohesion
after civil war? Evidence from a field experiment in post-conflict Liberia. American Economic
Review: Papers and Proceedings 99(2): 287–291.
Ferguson N (2017) Just the two of us? Civil conflicts, pro-state militants and the violence premium.
Terrorism and Political Violence 29(2): 296–322.
Ferguson N and Michaelsen M (2015) Money changes everything? Education and regional deprivation
revisited. Economics of Education Review 48(C): 129–147.
Gaarder M and Annan J (2013) Impact evaluation of conflict prevention and peacebuilding
interventions. Policy Research Working Paper no. 6496. Washington, DC: World Bank.
Galtung J (1969) Violence, peace and peace research. Journal of Peace Research 6(3): 167–191.
Gilligan M, Mvukiyehe E and Samii C (2013) Reintegrating ex-rebels into civilian life: Quasi-
experimental evidence from Burundi. Journal of Conflict Resolution 57(4): 598–626.
Gutting R and Steinwand M (2017) Donor fragmentation, aid shocks and violent political conflict.
Journal of Conflict Resolution 61(3).
Hayward K (2007a) Building on the EU’s Legacy: Cross-border cooperation in Ireland. Administration
55(3): 51–74.
Hayward K (2007b) Mediating the European ideal: Cross-border programmes and conflict resolution
on the island of Ireland. Journal of Common Market Studies 45(3): 675–693.
Khandker S, Koolwal G and Samad H (2010) Handbook on Impact Evaluation: Quantitative Methods
and Practices. Washington, DC: World Bank.
King E, Samii C and Snilstveit B (2010) Inventions to promote social cohesion in Sub-Saharan Africa.
Journal of Development Effectiveness 2(3): 336–370.
Lederach J (1997) Building Peace: Sustainable Reconciliation in Divided Societies. Washington, DC:
USIP Press, p. 4.
Lewbel A (2012) An overview of the special regressors method. In: Racine J, Su L and Ullah A (eds),
Handbook of Applied Nonparametric and Semi-Parametric Econometrics and Statistics. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
Ludwig J, Duncan G, Gennetial L, Katz L, Kessler R, Kling J and Sanbonmatsu L (2012)
Neighbourhood effects on the long-term well-bring of low-income adults. Science 337(6101):
1505–1510.
Lyall J, Zhou Y and Imai K (2017) Reducing insurgent support among at-risk populations:
Experimental evidence from cash transfers and livelihood training in Afghanistan. Available from:
https://imai.princeton.edu/research/files/invest.pdf
Malhotra D and Liyanage S (2005) Long-term effects of peace workshops in protracted conflicts.
Journal of Conflict Resolution 49(6): 908–924.
Maredia M, Byerlee D and Anderson J (2000) Ex post evaluation of economic impacts of agricultural
research programs: a tour of good practice. Available from: http://www.researchgate.net/profile/
Jock_Anderson/publication/252875679_Ex_Post_Evaluation_of_Economic_Impacts_of_Agricultur
al_Research_Programs_A_Tour_of_Good_Practice/links/00b4953bbd5774dab2000000.pdf
Mercy Corps (2015) Does youth employment build stability? Mercy Corps Evidence Paper. Available
from: https://d2zyf8ayvg1369.cloudfront.net/sites/default/files/MercyCorps_AfghanistanINVEST_
ImpactEvaluation_2015.pdf
Nelson J (2008) Are we ready for RCTs? Monday Developments. Available from: http://
www.3ieimpact.org/media/filer_public/2012/05/07/AreWeReadyforRCTs.pdf
Brück and Ferguson 553
Nielsen R, Findley M, Davis Z, Candland T and Nielson D (2011) Foreign aid shocks as a cause of
violent armed conflict. American Journal of Political Science 55(2): 219–232.
NISRA (2005) Attitudinal survey: A NISRA report for the distinctiveness working group, PEACE II
Monitoring Committee. Available from: http://www.seupb.eu/Libraries/PEACE_Program me_Eval
uations/Attitudinal.sflb.ashx
O’Dowd L and McCall C (2007) The voluntary sector: Promoting peace and cooperation. In: Coakley
J and O’Dowd L (eds), Crossing the Border: New Relationships Between Northern Ireland and the
Republic of Ireland. Dublin: Irish Academic Press.
Okunobe O (2016) Does exposure to other ethnic groups promote national integration? Evidence from
Nigeria. Harvard University Working Paper. Available from: http://scholar.harvard.edu/oye/
publications/impact-interethnic-migration-okunogbe
Potter M (2013) Evaluation of the PEACE III Programme. Northern Ireland Assembly Research and
Information Service. Briefing Paper 71/13 NIAR 681-11.
Potter M and Egerton L (2011) The EU PEACE and INTERREG Programmes in Northern Ireland.
Northern Ireland Assembly Research and Information Service. Briefing Paper 126/13 NIAR 189-
13.
Powell G and Whitten G (1993) A cross-national analysis of economic voting: Taking account of the
political context. American Journal of Political Science 37(2): 391–414.
Puri J, Aladysheva A, Iversen V, Ghorpade Y and Brück T (2017) Can rigorous impact evaluations
improve humanitarian assistance? Journal of Development Effectiveness 9(4): 519–542.
Racioppi L and O’Sullivan See K (2007) Grassroots peacebuilding and third-party intervention: The
European Union’s Special Support Programme for Peace and Reconciliation in Northern Ireland.
Peace and Change 32(3): 361–390.
Saunders H (2000) Interactive conflict resolution: A view for policy makers on making and building
peace. In: Stern D and Druckman P (eds), International Conflict Resolution After the Cold War.
Washington, DC: The National Academies Press, .
Savun B and Tirone D (2011) Foreign aid, democratization and civil conflict: How does democracy aid
affect civil conflict? American Journal of Political Science 55(2): 233–246.
Scherrer V (2012) Measuring the impact of peacebuilding interventions on rule of law and security
institutions. SSR Papers no. 6.
Sirgy M and Cornwell T (2002) How neighbourhood features affect quality of life. Social Indicators
Research 59(1): 79–114.
Speare A (1974) Residential satisfaction as an intervening variable in residential mobility. Demography
11(2): 173–188.
Sutton M (1994) Bear in Mind these Dead: An Index of Deaths from the Conflict in Ireland. Belfast:
Beyond the Pale.
Tannam E (2006) Cross border cooperation between Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland:
Neo-functionalism revisited. The British Journal of Politics and International Relations 8(2):
256–276.
Tannam E (2007) Public policy: The EU and the Good Friday Agreement. In: Coakley J and O’Dowd
L (eds), Crossing the Border: New Relationships Between Northern Ireland and the Republic of
Ireland. Dublin: Irish Academic Press.
UN (2009) The challenge of sustaining peace. United Nations. Available from: http://www.un.org/pga/
wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2015/07/300615_The-Challenge-of-Sustaining-Peace.pdf
Urdal H (2006) A clash of generations? Youth bulges and political violence. International Studies
Quarterly 50(3): 607–629.
Wittkowski A (2014) A question of plausibility. Or: The art of evaluating peacebuilding interventions.
Center for International Peace Operations Policy Brief, March.
Wong S (2012) What have been the impacts of world bank community-driven development programs?
CDD impact evaluation review and research implications. Available from: http://documents
554 Conflict Management and Peace Science 37(5)
.worldbank.org/curated/en/967431468161087566/pdf/695410WP0SW0CD00Box370017B00PUBLI
C0.pdf
Young J and Findlay M (2011) Can peace be purchased? A sectoral-level analysis of aid’s influence on
transnational terror. Public Choice 149(3–4): 365–381.
Zaiceva A and Zimmermann K (2009) Scale, diversity and determinants of labour migration in Europe.
Oxford Review of Economic Policy 24(3): 428–452.
Zartman I (1985) Ripe for Resolution. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Zartman I (2000) Ripeness: The hurting stalemate and beyond. In: Stern D and Druckman P (eds),
International Conflict Resolution After the Cold War. Washington, DC: The National Academies
Press.
Appendix
Table A1. ‘First stage’ of 2SLS IV analysis
1 2 3 4
Baseline Treatments End Controls
deaths 1.72 3 104*** 0.056*** 1.31 3 104*** 1.55 3 104***
(1089.28) (0.003) (849.0) (1096.16)
sldeaths 4.06 3 107 99.50*** 2.27 3 107*** 4.30 3 107***
(2.55 3 106) (6.83) (1.98 3 106) (2.57 3 106)
N 11,664
I 1704
CD 295 341 216 281
SJ 1.073 1.585 1.628 2.066
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. ***p \ 0.01; **p \ 0.05; *p \ 0.1.
N, Observations; I, individuals; CD, Cragg–Donald Wald F-statistic; SJ, Sargan–Hansen J-statistic; SC, x2 threshold for SJ;
baseline, sum of expernditure by start year; treatments, number of treatments by start year; end, sum expenditure by
end year; controls, restricted subset of controls.
Table A2. ‘First stage’ of RE2SLS IV analysis
1 2 3 4
Baseline Treatments End Controls
deaths 2.03 3 104*** 0.059*** 1.30 3 104*** 1.86 3 104***
(1860.96) (0.005) (1418.06) (1869.06)
sldeaths 6.10 3 107*** 132.68*** 2.67 3 107*** 2.79 3 107***
(4.50 3 106) (11.82) (3.42 3 106) (4.50 3 106)
N 11,664
I 1704
CD 176 158 85 188
SJ 1.253 1.268 1.269 1.642
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. ***p \ 0.01; **p \ 0.05; *p \ 0.1.
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Table A3. Robustness checks – effect of total expenditure by end year
(1) (2) (3) (4)
FE RE 2SLS RE2SLS
spending 25.95 3 1029 29.21 3 1029 25.71 3 1028* 21.17 3 1029
(5.88 3 1029) (5.69 3 1029) (3.33 3 1028) (4.77 3 1028)
Individual Yes Yes Yes Yes
House Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ward Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 11,664
I 1704
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. ***p \ 0.01; **p \ 0.05; *p \ 0.1.
Table A4. Robustness checks – total spending with new controls
(1) (2) (3) (4)
FE RE 2SLS RE2SLS
spending 1.65 3 1028*** 1.2 3 1028*** 26.2 3 1028*** 21.70 3 1028
(4.54 3 1029) (4.40 3 1029) (2.30 3 1028) (2.49 3 1028)
Individual Yes Yes Yes Yes
House Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ward Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 11,664
I 1704
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. ***p \ 0.01; **p \ 0.05; *p \ 0.1.
Table A5. Effect of total expenditure by start year and lags
(1) (2) (3) (4)
FE RE 2SLS RE2SLS
spending 1.49 3 1028*** 1.2 3 1028*** 23.50 3 1027 22.97 3 1027
(4.55 3 1029) (4.43 3 1029) (3.61 3 1027) (3.25 3 1027)
summed_lag 3.42 3 1029 21.04 3 1029 1.05 3 1027 1.02 3 1027
(2.67 3 1029) (2.39 3 1029) (1.22 3 1027) (1.17 3 1027)
Individual Yes Yes Yes Yes
House Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ward Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 11,664
I 1704
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. ***p \ 0.01; **p \ 0.05; *p \ 0.1.
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Table A6. Full baseline analysis – effect of total expenditure by start year
(1) (2) (3) (4)
FE RE 2SLS RE2SLS
spending 1.50 3 1028*** 1.2 3 1028*** 24.15 3 1028* 23.13 3 1029
(4.55 3 1029) (4.40 3 1029) (2.23 3 1028) (2.57 3 1028)
job_status 0.013 0.013 0.012 0.013
(0.012) (0.010) (0.009) (0.010)
marital_status 20.057*** 20.038*** 20.033*** 20.039***
(0.018) (0.011) (0.008) (0.011)
age 0.005 0.003*** 0.003*** 0.003***
(0.006) (0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0004)
gender — 20.004 20.005 20.005
— (0.012) (0.007) (0.012)
education 20.020*** 20.010*** 20.006*** 20.010***
(0.006) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003)
time 0.006 0.024* 20.046*** 20.024*
(0.02) (0.014) (0.012) (0.014)
move_1 0.136*** 0.132*** 0.119*** 0.134***
(0.017) (0.017) (0.021) (0.017)
move_2 — 20.141*** 20.133*** 20.140***
— (0.016) (0.010) (0.016)
tenure 0.075*** 0.039*** 0.016* 0.038***
(0.020) (0.013) (0.009) (0.013)
rooms 0.010** 0.014*** 0.016*** 0.014***
(0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
space 20.079*** 20.086*** 0.097*** 20.086***
(0.011) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)
environ 0.029*** 0.045*** 0.072*** 0.045***
(0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
house 0.018*** 0.019*** 0.022*** 0.019***
(0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
unemp 0.011 0.004 0.001 0.005
(0.010) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006)
lgva 0.020 0.620** 1.00*** 0.619**
(0.421) (0.299) (0.252) (0.300)
young_males 0.202 20.025 0.019 0.041
(0.244) (0.172) (0.150) (0.204)
deprivation 20.006*** 20.002*** 20.0002 20.002***
(0.001) (0.0005) (0.0003) (0.0005)
density 20.0008* 20.0006** 20.0006*** 20.006**
(0.0005) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)
constant 0.184 25.44* 29.16*** 25.44*
(3.90) (2.801) (2.36) (2.81)
N 11,664
I 1704
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. ***p \ 0.01; **p \ 0.05; *p \ 0.1.
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Table A7. Inclusion of spatial lag of expenditure
(1) (2) (3)
FE RE RE2SLS
spending 1.43 3 1028*** 1.2 3 1028*** 9.10 3 1029
(4.69 3 1029) (4.54 3 1029) (4.27 3 1028)
slspending 5.47 3 1027 24.75 3 1027 23.15 3 1027
(9.51 3 1027) 8.94 3 1027 (2.26 3 1026)




Note: Standard errors in parentheses. ***p \ 0.01; **p \ 0.05; *p \ 0.1.
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